The nature of the "Keynesian revolution" and the relation of Keynes's contribution to those of his contemporaries continues to concern historians of economics (e.g. Mark Blaug, "Second Thoughts on the Keynesian Revolution," HOPE 1991). David Laidler, in Fabricating the Keynesian Revolution (1999) and his chapter in The Cambridge Companion to Keynes (2006), argues that Keynesian macroeconomics did not represent a radical change in economic thinking, but, rather, an extremely selective synthesis of themes that permeated twenty years of interwar monetary economics, much of which was overshadowed in textbook versions of the "Keynesian revolution." This essay evaluates the Laidler thesis and attempts, placing Keynes in the context of his contemporary economics to elucidate the work of synthesis by Keynes and his early interpreters, considering whether the theory of the determination of national income as a whole was a radical change in economic thinking that went beyond synthesis.
7 common reference point for argument and analysis, augmented by use of IS-LM to derive the AD curve on the Aggregate Demand/Aggregate Supply diagram and of the 45-degree "Keynesian cross diagram" for derivation of the IS goods market equilibrium curve (see Axel Leijonhufvud's "Life Among the Econ," in Leijonhufvud 1981 , on the totem of the Macro and the totem of the Micro). One of the uses of the IS-LM framework was to stifle the great debate between Keynesian liquidity preference and Robertsonian loanable funds theories of the interest rate. To ask whether the interest rate is determined by equality of money supply and money demand (liquidity preference) or by equality of saving and investment (loanable funds) is to ask whether it is set by the LM curve or the IS curve, which, as Marshall said of whether supply or demand determines price, is like asking which blade of the scissors cut the paper.
But The General Theory has only one diagram (suggested by Harrod) and its few equations are not gathered into a system of simultaneous equations. Paul Samuelson claimed that Keynes did not understand his own theory until his saw it translated into the language of IS-LM. To the contrary, Keynes's closest associates among the younger Cambridge economists, Joan Robinson (1975) and Richard Kahn (1984) , vehemently denied that IS-LM was anything more than a travesty of Keynes's message, offering a tidy, mechanical determination of equilibrium levels of income and interest that obscured Keynes's emphasis on fundamental uncertainty, lack of knowledge of the future, and volatile private investment (an emphasis particularly notable in Keynes 1937, responding to reviews in the Quarterly Journal of Economics). Robinson and Kahn saw Keynes's theory as describing an economy moving through historical time, not a set of simultaneous equations for a static equilibrium.
However, the first two published presentations of small, aggregate models equivalent to IS-LM in articles published in June 1936 by David Champernowne and W. Brian Reddaway (both reprinted in Lekachman 1964 , with subsequent reflections by the authors) were written by Cambridge students who had attended Keynes's lectures, tutorial supervisions, and Political Economy Club. T. K. Rymes's compilation and synthesis of notes taken by students attending Keynes's lectures (Rymes 1987 (Rymes , 1989 revealed that the first representation of Keynes's theory in the form of a general equilibrium model of four simultaneous equations was made by John Maynard Keynes himself on December 4, 1933, in the concluding lecture of his series of eight lectures on "The Monetary Theory of Production" (see Dimand 1988 Dimand , 2007 Robinson (1975) and Richard Kahn (1984) that Keynes would never have countenanced representing his theory as a system of simultaneous equations. Axel Leijonhufvud (1968) viewed IS-LM as the core of the "Keynesian economics" that missed the point of "the economics of Keynes", because it concealed from view the crucial importance of expectations, information, and barriers to interest rate adjustment. (1936, p. 299) .
DID PIGOU WIN OUT IN THEORY?
The verdict of Don Patinkin (1965) was that Keynes's King's College colleague A. C.
Pigou won the theoretical debate with Keynes: if money wages were flexible, market forces would automatically restore full employment after a negative demand shock. Both
Pigou and Patinkin denied that this theoretical conclusion had any relevance for practical policy, and defended Keynesian management of aggregate demand in a real world in which money wages are sticky downwards. Pigou (1943) argued that lower money wages and a lower price level would increase aggregate expenditure even in a liquidity trap.
Even if a liquidity trap prevented an increase in the real money supply from lowering the interest rate and stimulating investment, a lower price level would, by increasing the purchasing power represented by the money supply, increase real wealth and thereby increase consumption. Gottfried Haberler (1941) point, swamping a real balance effect that acts only on the small amount of outside money. Tobin (1980 ) and Hyman Minsky (1975 added the Fisher effect of deflation, causing a scramble for liquidity and redistributing wealth to lenders from borrowers who became borrowers because they have higher propensities to spend, as strengthening the contractionary effect of deflation. The more flexible money wages and prices are, and so the faster the deflation resulting from a negative demand shock, the more likely is the economy to move further away from potential output in the wake of a really large negative demand shock, even if the system is self-adjusting for smaller shocks (Tobin 1975 (Tobin , 1980 (Tobin , 1993 Robert Clower (1967 Clower ( , 1984 and Axel Leijonhufvud (1968 Leijonhufvud ( , 1981 
A REVOLUTION IN POLICY?
The belief that Keynes's General Theory contributed no more to pure theory than an arbitrary assumption of sticky wages was accompanied by a myth of Keynes as a lone advocate of expansionary fiscal and monetary policy in response to the Great Depression.
Mark Blaug (1991, 178) Hutchison (1977 Hutchison ( , 1978 showed that later British Keynesians erred in depicting Pigou as anti-Keynesian in his policy recommendations and in attributing to Keynes a determination to push for demand expansion to reduce unemployment to very low rates. Douglas (1934) and Clark, finding the failure to cite Clark, a "co-discoverer of the multiplier," "particularly striking." But there is nothing in Douglas (1934) Johnson listed among the factors responsible for the success of both Keynesian revolution and monetarist counter-revolution, "the production of an apparently new theory that nevertheless absorbed all that was valid in the existing theory while so far as possible giving these valid concepts confusing new names" and "a degree of difficulty of understanding just sufficient to deter the old and to challenge and reward the young, and hence to reopen the avenues of professional opportunity for the ambitious." Another criterion for success was "the advancement of a new and important empirical relationship, suitable for estimation by the budding econometrician … since intelligent and gifted young men and women will persevere until they succeed in finding statistical validation of an allegedly important theoretical relationship, and will then interpret their results as evidence in favour of the theory that originally suggested the relationship, their efforts will inevitably be extremely favourable to the theory in question. " Laidler (2004) notes that Johnson's analysis can also be applied to understand the success of New
Classical macroeconomics and also of Johnson's own monetary approach to the balance of payments. However, Johnson's first criterion for success of a theoretical revolution was "a central attack, on theoretically persuasive grounds, on the central proposition of the orthodoxy of the time. In the case of the Keynesian revolution, that proposition was the automatic tendency of the economy to full employment" (Johnson and Johnson 1978, 194) . Johnson accepted that, in attacking that classical proposition, Keynes did genuinely set himself apart from the prevailing theoretical orthodoxy.
THE FOUR BUILDING BLOCKS OF KEYNES'S THEORY
I have argued previously (Dimand 1988 ) that Keynes's synthesis in The General Theory had four building blocks, and that, beyond the process of synthesis, Keynes made crucial contributions to each of these four building blocks, although he was by no means the only person to do so. First, the goods market equilibrium condition, with the level of income, not just the interest rate, bringing saving and investment into equality, with the multiplier as the corollary for changes in spending and income. Second, the money In A Treatise on Money (1930), Keynes followed Wicksell (1898) is treating the interest rate as the variable equating desired investment and saving. As long as the monetary authority and banking system set the market rate of interest at something other than the natural rate of interest, a cumulative inflation or deflation would continue. In
Keynes's 1930 parable of a thrift campaign in a closed economy producing and consuming only bananas, planned saving would exceed investment by the amount of windfall losses, causing investment to be reduced, increasing the gap between planned saving and investment. The only limit to the ensuing deflation would be when all production ceased and the whole population starved to death, a corner solution that Don
Patinkin's secretary famously rendered as a "coroner solution" -unless, as Keynes remarked in a throwaway line, the contraction of income reduced saving. Patinkin (1982) identified the working out of the implications of that insight, the goods market equilibrium condition ("the principle of effective demand") with the level of income as the equilibrating variable equating saving to desired investment (and setting undesired investment, unintended inventory changes, to zero), as the "central message" to the economics profession of Keynes's General Theory. Hawtrey, Giblin, Kahn, Meade, and Warming all contributed, between 1928 and 1933, to (Fisher 1997, Vol. and an algebraic version in 1932 (Hawtrey 1932 , Dimand 1988 , Deutscher 1990 , Eric Davis 1990 (Wicksell 1898 , Keynes, 1930 , Moore 1988 , Taylor 1993 , Woodford 2003 .
Post Keynesians such as Paul Davidson (1991) These four elements together comprised Keynes's synthesis, rather than any one of them alone being Keynes's "central message" to economists. On each of these four aspects of his framework, Keynes added something of his own to the important work of others, but his crucial contribution was the synthesis of these four elements into a persuasive and influential framework. Others, notably J. R. Hicks (1935 Hicks ( , 1937 Hicks ( , 1939 , took part in the work of synthesis, without capturing all of Keynes's system (Keynes's fundamental uncertainty is much less visible in Hicks's presentation of IS-LM), but notes taken by students attending Keynes's lectures establish his priority and his influence on early articles by Champernowne and Reddaway.
CONCLUSION
The roots of modern macroeconomics are much more varied than just The General Theory (see Dimand 2003 , Hoover 2003 . The Swedish school of Dag Hammarskjold, Karin Kock, Erik Lindahl (1939 ), Erik Lundberg (1937 , 1994 , 1996 ), Gunnar Myrdal (1939 , and Bertil Ohlin built their macrodynamics on Wicksellian foundations (see Jonung 1991 Jonung , 1993 Nonetheless, Keynes's General Theory, both through Keynes's individual contributions and through his work of synthesis, was crucial to the emergence of modern macroeconomics. Keynes, and not just such interpreters of Keynes as Hicks and Hansen, gave economists a usable macroeconomic framework, with roles for the goods market and money market equilibrium conditions, for expectations, uncertainty, and volatile investment, and for an analysis of why the labour market may not clear and nominal shocks can have real consequences. All four components were fundamental to the framework. To single out any one of the four as Keynes's "central message" obscures the powerful synthesis that they jointly comprise. Keynes provided macroeconomics with a focus on the determination of the equilibrium levels of income and employment that differed both from the focus of business cycle theory on dynamic movements and of the focus of monetary theory on prices, albeit with considerable attention to short-run non-neutrality. Much had been written on unemployment, for instance Fisher (1926) correlating unemployment with a distributed lag of past price level changes (reprinted in General Theory altered the focus and the basic analytical framework of the field. The "Keynesian Revolution" was a synthesis, but not a fabrication.
